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Re: Arguments in favor of raising the Wisconsin minimum wage to $7.25
immediately and indexing the minimum wage to inflation o

Dear Chairman Coggs and Distinguished Members of the Committee:

Thank you for allowing me to testify on this important issue affecting our economy and
social justice. ' '

For the record,. ] have taught economics at Milwaukee Area Technical College for the
last 8 years. I have also taught economics at Waukesha County Technical College. I have
an undergraduate degree in engineering from the University of Iilinois and I have a
master’s degree in economics (with distinction) from DePaul University in Chicago.

I would like to put forth some of the reasons why it is good policy to index the Wisconsin
minimui wage to inflation and raise it to $7.25 an hour immediately rather than waiting
until federal law raises it to this level in 2009.

A Significant Group of Economists Actively Endorse It

Many distinguished economists, including several Nobel Laureates, believe that indexing
the minimum wag%inﬂation-and increasing the minimum wage to $7.25 in phases would
be beneficial to low wage workers and the economy (attachment 1). They made this
statement in regards to legislation proposed 2 years ago. Therefore, one can assume that
enacting the $7.25 minimum now would meet their support for a phased in increase.

The Proposed Legislation' is Very Modest
The proposed federal increase to $7.25 is very modest and does not get us back to the real

purchasing power of the minimum wage in 1968, which was near $8. (Attachment 2).
And in fact, $8 is a very conservative estimate. Using raw data from the Consumer Price
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Index, the $1.60 minimum wage in 1968 is equivalent {o $9. 79 n today $ prices.
(208/34) X $1.60 = $9.79 (attachment 3). :

A $7.25 minimum does not take a family of 3 out of poverty and it will soon not take a
family of 2 out of poverty if it is not indexed. (attachment 4). :

The minimum wage is needed to address a type of market failure. Worker productivity -
continues to advance because of advances in science and technology. If the market were
working properly, the benefits of this increased productivity would spread to all workers.
“But, according to the CIA World Factbook, almost all the income gains since 1975 have
gone to the top 20% of households. (attachment 5). If all workers were to benefit from
technological advance, then the minimum wage would be well above $7.25 —as much as™
$20 per hour by some calculations (attachment 6). '

But the legislation we have before us today is not even asking for this type of increase. _
All it is asking is that a $7.25 minimum be enacted immediately and that it not be eroded

by inflation.

Empirical Evidence and Theoretical Models Show Modest Increases in the -
Minimum Wage Will Not Increase Unemployment.

Empirical evidence also refutes those economists who say that modest minimum wage
increases lead to higher unemployment. For instance, economists David Card and Alan
Krueger studied data including the 1992 increase in New Jerseys minimum wage, the
1998 rise in California’s minimum wage , and the 1990-91 increases in the 1n the federal
minimum wage. In each case, their evidence shows that modest increases in the
minimum wage have resulted in little or no loss of jobs. (The New Economics of the
Minimum wage. Princeton, N.J.: Princeton Umver51ty Press, 1995) Add1t10na1 empmcal
evidence is given in attachments 6 and 7.

Furthermore, there are good theoretical reasons for understanding why modest increases
in the minimum wage will not affect employment. The standard Supply and Demand
Model that argues that increases in the minimum wage will decrease employment is
based on the assumption that the labor demand curve slopes down and to the right.. This
assumption makes sense if the minimum wage is applied to only one firm and not others.
In this case, the firm looses its competitive position when it alone has to pay higher-
wages and subsequently its sales and need for workers would decrease.

However, if the minimum wage is applied across the entire state economy and not to one
firm, individual firms are not put at a competitive disadvantage with an mncreased
minimum wage because their competitors must also pay this higher wage. In this case,
the demand for labor is near vertical and there 1s little or 0o employment loss when the
minimum wage is raised. (attachment 8).




This Legislation ‘Will Benefit Wisconsin’s Workihg Poor

In Wisconsin alone, 255,000 (10% of Wisconsin’s workforce) stand to gain from an
increase in the state’s minimum wage from $6.50 to $7.25. Seventy percent of the

workers who stand to gain would be adults. More women would benefit than men and -
92,000 children live in households that would benefit. (attachment 6).

In summary, economic reasoning and social justice support the adoption of this
legislation. ' ' '

Thank You,
N
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Economists Supporting Increase in Minimum Wage

Katherine G. Abraham University of Maryland | Frank Ackerman Tufts University B F. Gerard Adams Northeastern University 1 Randy Albelda Uni- -
versity of Massachusetts - Boston I James Albrecht Georgetown University § Jennifer Alix-Garela University of Montana I Sylvia A, Allegretto Eco-
nomic Policy Institute § Beth Almeida International Asseciation of Machinists and Aeraspace Workers K Abbas Alnasrawi University of Vermont I Gar
Alperovitz University of Maryland - Coliege Park I Joseph Altonji Yale University § Nurai Aman University of Massachusetts - Boston I Teresa L.
Amott Hobart and William Smith Colleges 4 Alice Amsden Massachusetts Institute of Technology 1 Bernard E. Anderson University of Pennsylvania
1 Robert M. Anderson University of California - Berkeley | Bahreinfan Aniss California State University - Sacramento B Kate Antonovics University of
Catifornia - San Diego 1 Eileen Appelbaum Rutgers University 1 David D, Arsen Michigan State University | Michael Ash University of Massachusetts
- Amherst 1 Glen Atkinson University of Nevada - Reno I Rose-Marle Avin University of Wiscansin - Eau Claire ¥ M.V, Lee Badgett University of Mas-
sachusetts - Amherst I Aniss Bahreinian Sacramento City College # Ron Baiman Loyola Usiiversity Chicago 1 Asatar Balr City College of San Francisco
F Katie Baird University of Washington - Tacoma ¥ Dean Baker Center for Economic and Policy Research I Radhika Balakrishnan Marymount Man-
‘hattan College # Stephen E. Baldwin KRA Corporation ¥ Erol Baikan Hamilton College § Jennifer Ball Washburn University # Brad Barham University
of Wisconsin - Madison ¥ Drucilla K. Barker Hollins College § David Barkin Universidad Autonoma Metropolitana I James N, Baron Yale University.
I Chuck Barose Dickinson College 1 Christopher B. Barrett Cornell niversity 1 Richard Barrett University of Montana ¥ Laurie J. Bassi McBassi &
Company I Francis M. Bator Harvard University | Rosemary Batt Cornell University ¥ Sandy Baum Skidmore College 1 Amanda Bayer Swarthmore -
College I Sohrab Behdad Denison University I Peter F. Bell State University of New York - Purchase 1 Dafe L. Beiman Michigan State University
I Michael Belzer Wayne State University B Lourdes Beneria Cornell University I Barbara R. Bergmann American University and University of Maryland
1 Eli Berman University of California - San Diego ¥ Alexandra Bernasek Colorado State University § Jared Bernstein Ecoromic Policy Institute
1 Michael Bernstein University of Califernia - San Diego i Charles L. Betsey Howard University | David M., Betson University of Notre Dame I Carole
Biewener Simmons College I Sherrilyn Rillger lllinois State University N Richard E. Bilsborrow University of North Carolina - Chapel Hill A Cyrus
Bina University of Minnesota - Morris 1 Melissa Binder University of New Mexico K L. Josh Bivens Economic Policy Institute BStanley Black University
of North Carolina - Chapel Hill # Ron Blackwell AFL-CI0 ¥ Margaret Blalr Vanderbilt University Law School i Gadl Blattenberger University of Utah
¥ Robert A, Blecker American University 1 Barry Bluestone Northeastern University I Peter Bohmer Evergreen State College R David Boldt State Uni-
versity of West Georgia 1 Roger E. Bolton Williams College 1 James F. Booker Siena Coliege § Jeff Bookwalter University of Montana | Barry Bosworth
The Brookings Institution I Heather Boushey Center for Economic and Policy Research § Roger Even Bove West Chester University I Samue! Bowles
Santa Fe Institute | James K, Boyce University of Massachusetts - Amherst § Ralph Bradburd Wikliams College d Michaed E. Bradley Uniiversity of Mary-
land - Baltimore County ¥ Elissa Braunstein Colorado State University I David Breneman University of Virginia I Mark Brenner Labor Notes Magazine
¥ Yernon M. Briggs Coruell University § Byron W. Brows Michigan State University I Christopher Browa Arkansas State University I Clair Brown Uni-
versity of California - Berkeley I Philip H. Brown Colby College | Michael Brun lllinois State University I Neit H. Buchanan Rutgers School of Law and
New York University School of Law Il Robert Buchele Smith College I Stephen Buckles Vanderbilt University I Stephen V, Burks University Of Minnesota
-Morris | Joyce Burnette Wabash College I Paul D. Bush Californta State University - Fresno I Alison Butler Wilamette University | Antonio G. Callari
Franklin and Marshall College § Al Campbell University of Utah § James Campen University of Massachusetts - Boston | Maria Canelan University of
Wisconsin - Madison 1 Paul Cator Norwalk Community College K Anthony Carnevale National Center on Education and the Economy K Jefirey P, Car-
penter Middlebury College ) Franceise Carre University of Massachusetts - Boston § Michael J. Carter University of Massachusetts - Lowell | Susan

B. Carter University of California - Riverside I Karl E. Case Wellesley College 1 J. Dennis Chasse State University of New York - Brockport § Howard ~

Chernick Hunter College, City University of New York k Robert Cherry Brooklyn College- City University of New York # Graciela Chichilnisky Columbia
University I Lawrence Chimerine Radnor International Consulting, Inc. | Menzie D, Chinn University of Wisconsin - Madison I Chartes R. Chiitle
Bowling Green State University I Kimberly Christensen State University of New York - Purchase I Richard D. Coe New College of Florida | Robert M.
Coen Northwestern University I Steve Cohn Knox College 1 Rachel Connelly Bowdoin College 1 Karen Smith Conway University of New Hampshire
I Patrick Conway University of North Carolina - Chapel Hill # David R. Cormier West Virginia University I James V. Cornehis University of Texas - Ar-
lington ¥ Richard R. Corawall Middlebury College 1 Paul N. Courant University of Michigan - Ann Arbor I James R. Crotty University of Massachusetts
-Amberst | James M. Cypher California State University -Fresno I Douglas Dalenberg University of Montana I Ferman E. Daly University of Marviand
1 Anita Dancs National Priorities Project | Nasser Daneshvary University of Nevada - Las Vegas } David Danning University of Massachusetts - Boston
. ISheldon Danziger University of Michigan - Ann Arbor | Jane D'Arista Financial Markets Center § Paut Davidson The New School for Social Research
1 Jayne Dean Wagner College I Gregory E. DeFreitas Hofstra University I Bradford Delong University of California - Berkeley I James G. Devine Loyola -
Marymount College # Ranjit §. Dighe State University of New York - Oswego I John DiNarde University of Michigan - Ann Arbor E Randall Dodd
Financial Policy Forum 0 Peter B. Doerlnger Boston University I Peter Dorman Evergreen State College B Robert Drago Pennsylvania State University
1 Laura Dresser University of Wisconsin B Richard B. Da Boff Bryn Mawr College I Arindrajit Dube University of California - Berkeley § Marie Duggan
Keene State College 1 Lioyd J. Dumas University of Texas - Dallas  Christopher Dunn Earth and Its People Foundation ¥ Steven N. Durlanf University
of Wisconsin - Madison | Amitava K. Dutt University of Notre Dame I.Jan Duita Rutgers University 1Gary A. Dymski University of California - Riverside
1 Peter J. Eaton University of Missouri - Kansas City # Fritz Efaw University of Tennessee - Chattanooga I Catherine 5. EHliott New College of Fiorida
IRichard W. England University of New Hampshire | Ernie Englander George Washington, University 1 Gerald Epsteln University of Massachusetts -
Amberst § Sharon J, Erenburg Eastern Michigan University 1Susan L. Ettner University of California~1os Angeles § Linda Ewing United Auto Workers
. EColleen A. Fahy Assumption College ¥ Loretia Fairchild Nebraska Wesleyan University | David Fairris University of California - Riverside | Warren
E. Farb International Capital Mobility Domestic Investment § Martin Farnham University of Victoria I Jeff Faux Economic Policy Institute I Sdsan Fayaz-
manesh California State {Iniversity - Fresno I Rashi Fein Harvard Medical School FRobert M. Feinberg American University I Susan F. Felner University
* of Southern Maine | Marshall Feldman University of Rhode Island § Marianae A. Ferber University of Hlinofs - Urbania - Champaign I William D, Fer-
guson Grinnell Coltege | Rudy Fichtenbaum Wright State University | Deborah M. Figart Richard Stockton College B Bart D. Finzel University of Min-
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nesota - Morris B Lydia Fischer United Auto Workers, retired I Peler Fisher University of lowa I John Fitzgerald Bowdoin College ¥ Sean Flaherty
Franklin and Marshall College | Kenneth Flamm University of Texas - Austin I Marla S. Floro American University | Nancy Folbire University of Mas-
sachusetts - Amherst | Christina M. Fong Carnegie Mellon University 1 Catherine Formaa Quinnipiac University I Harold A. Forman United Food and
 Commercial Workers I Mathew Forstater University of Missouri - Kansas City I Liana Fox Economic Policy Institute | Donald G, Freeman Sam Houston
State University 1 Gerald Friedman University of Massachusetts - Amherst I Sheldon Friedman AFL - CI0 1 Alan Frishman Hobart and William Smith
Colleges I Scott T. Fultwiler Wartburg College | Kevin Furey Chemeketa Community College § Jason Furman New York University | David Gabel
-Queens College ¥ James K, Galbraith University of Texas - Austin # Monica Galizzi University of Massachusetts - Lowell 1 David E. Gallo California
State University - Chico EByron Gangnes University of Hawaii - Manoa 1 Irwin Garfinkel Columbia University 1 Rob Garaett Texas Christian University
1 Garanee Genieot Georgetown University 1 Christophre Georges Hamilton College I Malcoln Getz Vanderbilt University i Teresa Ghilarducci Uni-
versity of Notre Dame I Karen J. Gibson Portland State University 1 Richard J. Gitbert University of California - Berkeley I Helen Lachs Ginsburg Brook-
Iyn Coilege - City University of New York KHerbert Giatls University of Massachusetts - Amherst I Neil Gladsteln International Association of Machinists

and Aerospace Workers | Amy Glasmeier Penn State University KNorman J. Glickman Ruigers University 1 Robert Glover University of Texas - Austin -

1 Arthur S, Goldberger University of Wisconsin - Madison k Lonnle Golden Penn State University - Abington College I Dan Goldbaber University of -
Washington 1 Marshall 1. Goldman Wellesley Coliege I Steven M. Goldman University of California- Berkeley } William W, Goldsmith Cornell University
1 Donald Goldstein Allegheny College I Nance Goldsiein University of Southern Maine I Nick Gomersail Luther College I Eban S. Goodsteln Lewis
and Clark College 1 Neva Goodwin Tufts University B Roger Gordon University of California-San Diego I Peter Gottschalk Boston College I Elise Gould
‘Economic Policy Institute | Harvey Gram Queens College, City University of New York E Jim Grant Lewis & Clark College } Ulla Grapard Coigate Unl-
versity 1 Daphne Greenwood University of Colorado - Colorado Springs I Karl Gregory Oakland University 1 Christopher Gunn Hobart and Wiltiam
‘Smith Colleges FSteven C. Hackett Humboidt State University I Joseph E, Harrington Johns Hopkins University kDouglas N. Harrls Florida State Uni-
versity I Jonathan M. Harris Tufts University | Martin HartLandsberg Lewis & Clark Coilege | Robert Haveman University of Wisconsin - Madison
* § Sue Headlee American University ¥ Carol E. Heim University of Massachusetts - Amherst A James Heintz University of Massachusetts - Amherst
§ Paul A. Helse Lebanon Valley College I Susan Helper Case Western Reserve University I John F. Henry University of Missouri - Kansas City 1 Barry
- Herman The New Schoot I Edward S, Herman University of Pennsylvania§ Guillermo E. Herrera Bowdoin College | Joni Hersch Vanderbilt University
" LawSchool 1 Thomas Rertel Purdue University I Steven Herzenberg Keystone Research Center § Donald D. Hester University of Wiscounsin - Madisen
1 Giltian Hewitson Franklin and Marshail College I Bert G, Hickman Stanford University I Marianne T. Hill Center for Policy Research and Planning
- Martha S. Hil University of Michigan - Ann Arbor I Michael G. Hiltard University of Southern Maine I Rod Hissong University of Texas - Arlingion
1P. Sai-Wing Ho University of Denver EEmily P. Hoffman Western Michigan University 1 Harry J. Holzer Georgetown University and Urban Institute
1 Marjorie Honig Hunter College, City University of New York I Barbara E. Hopkins Wright State University 1 Mark R. Hopkins Gettysburg College
I Ann Horowitz University of Florida I Ismael Hossein-Zadeh Drake University B Charles W. Howe University of Colorado - Boulder 1 Candace Howes
Connecticut College I Frank M. Howland Wabash College §David . Huffman Bridgewater College I Saul H. Hymans University of Michigan - Ann Arbor
¥ Frederick 5. Inaha Washington State University I Alan G. Isaac American University | Doreen Isenberg University of Redlands § Jonathan Isham

Middlebury College I Sanford M. Jacoby University of California - Los Angeles A Robert G. James California State University - Chico ¥ Kenneth P.

Jameson Uriversity of Utah I Russeil A, Janis University of Massachusetts - Amherst 1 Elizabeth J. Jensen Hamilton College 1 Pascale Joassart Uni-

versity of Massachusetts - Boston . Jerome Joffe St. John's University I Laurie Johason University of Denver § William Johnson Arizona State Uni-
versity | Lawrence D. Jones University of British Coluntbia ¥ Alexander J. Julins New York University i Bernard Jump Syracuse University § Fadhel

" ‘Kaboub Drew University | Shalamit Kahn Boston University I Linda Kamas Santa Clara University § Sheila B. Kamermae Columbia University I John

Kane State University of New York - Oswego I Biilie Konter California State University - Chico | JK. Kapler University of Massachusetts - Boston | Reger

T, Kaufman Smith College # David E. Kana University of California - Santa Cruz 1 Thomas A. Kemp University of Wisconsin - Eau Claire I Peter B.

Kenen Princeton University 1 Farida C. Khan University of Wisconsin - Parkside | Kwan S. Kim University of Notre Dame I Mariene Kim University of

Massachusetts - Boston E Christopher T. King University of Texas - Austin | Mary C. King Portland State University | Lori G. Kletzer University of Cal-

ifornia - Santa Cruz I Janet T, Knoedler Bucknell University R Tim Koechlin Vassar College | Andrew 1. Kohen James Madison University § Denise Eby
Konan University of Hawaii - Manoa  Ebru Kongar Dickinson Coliege I James Konow Loyola Marymount University 1 Krishna Kool University of Rie
" Grande 1 Douglas Koritz Buffalo State College  Daniel J. Kevenock Purdue University | Kate Krause University of New Mexico 1 Vadaken N. Krishnan

Bowling Green State University § Dosglas Kruse Rutgers University | David Lalbman Brooidyn College - City University of New York § Robert M. La-

Jeunesse University of Newcastle | Kevin Lang Boston University 1 Catherine Langlois Georgetown Univetsity N Mehrene Larudee DePaul University
1 Gary A. Latanich Arkansas State University § Robert Z, Lawrence Harvard University - Kennedy School of Government § Daniei Lawson Drew Uni-
versity | William Lazonick University of Massachusetts - Lowell K-Joelle J. Leclalre Buffalo State College ¥ Frederic . Lee University of Missouri -
Kansas City § Marvin Lee San Jose State University I Sang-Hyop Lee University of Hawaii - Manoa | Weofin Lee University of Massachusetis - Amherst

I Thomas D. Legg University of Minnesota I J. Paul Leigh University of California - Davis 1 Charles Levenstein University of Massachusetts - Lowell

"I Margaret C. Levenstein University of Michigan - Ann Arbor 1 Henry M. Levin Columbia University I Herbert 5, Levine University of Pennsylvania
1 Mark Levinson Econormic Policy Institute EOren M. Levin-Waldman Metropolitan Coliege of New York § Mark K. Levitan Community Service Society
of New York I Stephen Levy Center for Continuing Study of California Economy I Arthur Lewbel Boston College #Lynne Y. Lewis Bates College 1 David
L. Lindauer Wellesley College # Victor D, Lippit University of California - Riverside 1 Pamela J. Loprest Urban Institute Richard Lotspeich Indiana
State University  Michael C. Lovell Wesleyar University | Miltor Lower Retired Senior Economist, US House of Representatives 1 Stephante Luce Uni-
versity of Massachusetts - Amherst | Robert Lucore United American Nurses I Jens Otto Ludwig Georgetown University § Dan Luria Michigan Man-

 ufacturing Technology Center #Devon Lynch University of Denver §Lisa M. Lynch Tuits University § Robert G. Lynch Washingten Coliege I Catherine

Lynde University of Massachusetts - Boston | Arthur MacEwan University of Massachusetts - Boston | Hasan MacNeit California State University - Chico

1 Allan MacNeill Webster University § Craig R. MacPhee University of Nebraska - Lincaln I Diane J. Macunovich University of Redlands 1 Janice F.

Madden University of Penrisylvania | Mark H. Maier Glendale Community College I Thomas N, Maloney University of Utah 1 Jay R, Mandle Colgate

- University § Andrea Maneschi Vanderbilt University § Garth Mangum University of Utah I Catherine L. Mann Brandeis University § Don Mar San Fran-
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cisco State University I Dave E. Marcotte University of Maryland - Baitimore County | Robert A. Margo Boston University 1 Ann R. Markusen University
of Minnesota- Twin Cities Ray Marshall University of Texas LBJ School of Public Affairs I Stephen Martin Purdue University I Patrick L. Mason Florida
State University 1 Thomas Masterson Westfield State College 1 Julie A, Matthaei Wellesley College 1 Peter Hans Matthews Middlebury College 1 Anne
Mayhew University of Tennessee - Knoxville 1 Alan K. MeAdams Cornell University I Timothy D. McBride St. Louis University School of Public Health
1 Elaine McCrate University of Vermont § Kate MeGovern Springfield College ERichard D, McGrath Armstrong Atlantic State University I Richard Meln-

tyre University of Rhode Island § Hannah McKinney Kalamazoo College I Judith Record McKinney Hobart and William Smith Colleges # Andrew

McLennan University of Sydney I Chartes W. McMillion MBG Information Services I Eller Meara Harvard Medical School I Martin Melkonian Hofstra
"University 1 Jo Beth Mer{ens Hobart and William Smith Colieges I Peter B. Meyer University of Louisville and Northern Kentucky University § Thomas
R. Michl Colgate University | Edward Miguel University of California - Berkeley | Witliam Milberg The New School EJohn A. Miller Wheaton College
15.M. Miller Cambridge Institute and Boston University B Jerry Miner Syracuse University I Daniet J.B. Mitchel University of California - Los Angeles
1 Edward B. Montgomery University of Maryland 1 Sarah Montgomery Motnt Holyoke College § Robert E. Moore Georgia State University  Barbara
A.Morgan Johns Hoplins University 1 John R. Morris University of Colorado - Denver § Monique Morrissey Economic Policy Institute | Lawrence B.
Morse North Carolina A&T State University ¥ Saced Mortazavi Humboldt State University I Fred Moseley Mount Holyoke College § Philip L. Moss Uni-
versity of Massachusetts - Lowell E Tracy Mot University of Denver I Steven D, Mullins Drury University I Alicia H. Muonell Boston College 1 Richard
4. Murnape Harvard University 4 Matthew D. Murphy Gainesville State College | Michael Murray Bates College 1 Peggy B. Musgrave University of Cal-
ifornia - Santa Cruz ¥ Richard A. Musgrave Harvard University I Eller Mutari Richard Stockton Coliege I Sirisha Naidu Wright State University
1 Michele Naples The College of New Jersey 1 Tara Natarajan 5t. Michael's College I Julie A. Nelson Tutts University E Reynold F. Nesiba Augustana
Coliege  Donald A. Nichols University of Wisconsin - Madison I Erie Nitsson California State University - San Bernardino 1 Laurie Nisonoff Hampshire
College | Emily Northrop Southwestern University | Bruce Norton San Antonio College EStephen A, 0°Cennell Swarthmore College | Mehmet Odekon
Skidmore College §Paulette Olson Wright State University f Pael Ong University of California - Los Angeles # Van Doorn Ooms Committee for Economic
Development I Jonathan M. Orszag Competition Policy Associates, Inc.  Paul Osterman Massachusetts Institute of Technology I Shalanne T. Ostes-
reich Ithaca College | Rudolph A. Oswald George Meany Labor Studies Center I Spencer J. Pack Connecticut Cotlege ¥ Arnold Packer Johns Hopkins
University I Dimite B. Papadimitrion The Levy Economic Institute of Bard College I James A. Parrott Fiscal Policy Institute ] Manuel Pastor University
of California - Santa Cruz [ Eva A. Paus Mount Holyoke College 1 Jim Peach New Mexico State University 1 M. Stephen Pendleton Buffalo State College
# Michael Pereiman Caifornia State University - Chico | Kenneth Peres Communications Workers of America George L. Perry The Brookings lnsti-
tution I Joseph Persky University of lllinois - Chicago I Karen A. Pleifer Smith College I Bruce Pietrykowski University of Michigan - Dearborn
1 Michael J, Plore Massachusetts lnstitute of Technology I Karen R. Polenske Massachusetts institute of Technology ¥ Robert Polin University of
Massachusetts - Amherst | Marshall Pomer Macroecenomic Policy Institute B Tod Porter Youngstown State University I Shiidey L. Porterfield Uni-
versity of Missouri - 8t. Louis EMichael J. Potepan San Francisco State University | Marilyn Power Sarah Lawrence Coliege § Thomas Power University
of Montana I Roberi E. Prasch Middlebury College § Mark A. Price Keystone Research Center I Jean L. Pyle University of Massachusetts - Lowell
E Paddy Quick 3t. Francis College | John M. Qnigley University of California - Berkeley E Wiliard W. Radell, Jr. Indiana University of Penpsylvania
1 Fredric Raines Washington University in 5t. Louis # Steven Raphael University of California - Berkeley § Salim Rashid University of Hlinois - Urbana
- Champaign § Wendy L. Rayack Wesieyan University | Randall Reback Barnard College, Columbia University § Rebert Rebelein Vassar College
§ James B. Rebitzer Case Western Reserve University 1 Daniel §. Rees University of Colorade - Denver I Michael Reich University of California -
Berkeiey ¥ Rober? B, Reich University of California - Berkeley 1 Cordelia Reimers Hunter College and The Graduate Center - City University of New
_ York # Donatd Renner Minnesota State University - Mankato I Trudi Renwick Fiscal Poiicy Institute § Andrew Reschovsky University of Wisconsin -
" "Madisofi Lee A. Reynls University of New Mexico 1 Danlel Richards Tutts University | Bruce Robetts University of Southern Maine 1 Barbara J. Robles
Arizona State University B John Roche 5. John Fisher College 1 Charles P. Rock Rollins College | Witliam M. Rodgers Il Rutgers University I Dani
Redrik Harvard University § Joha E. Reemer Yale University | William Q. Rohlf Drury University ¥ Gerard Roland University of California - Berkeley
"EFrank Roosevelt Sarah Lawrence College | Jaime Ros University of Notre Dame I Nancy E. Rose California State University - San Beraardino ¥ Howard
F. Rusen Trade Adjustment Assistance Coalition 1 Joshua L. Resenbloom University of Kansas 1 Willlam W. Ross Fu Associates, Ltd, E Roy J. Rotheim
Skidmore College I Jesse Rothstein Princeton University B Geoffrey Rothwell Stanford University I Joydeep Rey Economic Policy Institute I David

Runsien Community Alliance with Family Farmers I Lynda Rush California State Polytechnic University - Pomona I Gregory M. Salizman Albion -~

College and the University of Michigan 8 Sydney Saltzmar Cornell University 1 Dominick Salvatore Fordham University I Blair Sandler San Francisco,
California B Daniel E. Saros Valparaiso University I Michael Sattinger University at Albany I Dawn Saunders Castleton State College I Larry Sawets
. American University F Max Sawlcky Economic Policy Institute I Peter V. Schaeffer West Virginia University # William C. Scheniel University of West

~ Georgia N A. Altan Schmid Michigan State University I Stephen J. Schmidt Union College I John Schmitt Center for Economic and Policy Research
I Juliet B. Schor Boston College 1 C. Hefke Schotten University of Massachusetts - Boston I Erie A. Schuiz Roliins College I Eliot Sclar Columbia Uni-
versity I Allen J. S¢ott University of California - Los Angeles § Bruce R. Sco#t Harvard Business School I Roberi Scoit Economic Policy Institute
I Siephanie Seguino University of Vermont I Laurence Seidman University of Delaware 1 Janet Seiz Grinnell College § Wi Semmier The New School -

1 Mina Zeynep Senses Johns Hopkins University I Jean Shackelford Buckaell University I Harry G. Shaffer University of Kansas I Sumitra Shah 5t. .

John's University § Robert J. Shapire Sonecon LLC I Mohammed Sharif University of Rhode Island # Lois B. Shaw Institute for Women's Policy Research
1 Heidi Shierholz University of Toronto ¥ Deep Shikha College of St. Catherine I Richard L. Shirey Siena College # Steven Shulman Colorado State
University f Laurence Shute California State Polytechnic University - Pomona F Stepher J. Silvia American University I Michael E. Simmons North
Carolina A&T State University k Margaret C. Simms Joint Center for Political and Economic Studies 1 Chris Skelley Rollins College I Max J, Skidmore
University of Missouri - Kansas City 1 Peter Skott University of Massachusetts - Amherst 1 Courtenay M. Slater Arlington, Virginia § Timothy M. Smeed-
Ing Syracuse University I Janet Sphtz College of Saint Rase ¥ William Spriggs Howard University § James L. Starkey University of Rhode Island
kMartha A. Starr American University § Howard Stein University of Michigan - Ann Arbor | Mary Huff Stevenson University of Massachusetts -Boston
1 James B. Stewart Pennsylvania State University ¥ Jeffrey Stewart Northern Kentucky University | Robert J. Sionébraker Winthrop University
I Michael Storper University of California - Los Angeles K Diana Strassmann Rice University § Cornelia J. Stvawser Consultant I Frederick R. Strobel
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08-15-2007 _ S U.S. Department Of Labor
Bureau of Labor Statistics
Washington, D.C. 20212

Consumer Price Index
All Urban OOHmﬁ&mHm - (CpPI-1) . - wHMMM
.d.m. city average

All items

1982-84=100

Year Jan. Feb. Mar. Apr. May . June July Aug. Sep. . Oct. Nov. Dec
1913 9.8 . 9.8 9.8 5.8 9.7 2.8 . 9.9 9.9 10.0 1¢.0 10.1 10.
1914 10.0 9.9 9.9 2.8 9.9 8.9 10.0 10.2 10.2 10.1 10.2 10.
1915 10.1 10.0 9.9 10.0 10.1 10.1 10.1 ~10.1 10.1 10.2 10.3 10.
1916 10.4 .. - 10.4 10.5 10.6 10.7 10.8 10.8 10.9 11.1 11.3 11.5 11.
1917 11.7 12.0 12.0 12.6 12.8 13.0C 2.8 13.0 13.3 13.5 13.5 13.
1918 14.0 . 14.1 S 14.0 14.2 14.5 i4.7 15.3 i5.4 15.7 16.0 16.3 156.
1919 16.5° 16.2 le6.4 16.7 16.8 16.9 17.4 17.7 17.8 18.1 18.5 18.
1920 1%.3 19.5 19.7 20.3 - 20.6 - 20.9 20.8 20.3 20.0 19.9 19.8 19.
1921 19.0 18.4 18.3 18.1 17.7 17.6 17.7 17.7 17.5 17.5 17.4 17.
1822 16.9 - 16.9 le.7 16.7 16.7 16.7 16.8 l6.6 16.6 16.7 1l6.8 16.
1923 | 16.8 l6.8 16.8 16.83 16.2 17.0 17.2 17.1 17,27 17.3 17.3 17.
1924 17.3 17.2 17.1 17.0 17.0 17.0 17.1 17.0 17.1 17.2 17.2 17.
1925 17.3 17.2 17.3 17.2 17.3 17.5 17.7 17.7 17.7 17.7 18.0 17.
1926 17.9 17.%9 17.8 17.8 © o 17.8 17.7 17.5 17.4 17.5 17.& 17,7 17.
1927 17.5 17.4 17.3 17.3 17.4 17.6 . 17.3 17.2 17.3 17.4 17.3 R A
1528 17.3 7.1 - - 17.1 17.1 17.2 17.1 17.1% 17.1 17.3 17.2 17.2 17.
1929 1771 17.1 17.0 16.9 17.0 17.1 i17.3 17.3 17.3 7.3 17.3 i7.
1930 17.1 17.0 16.9 17.0 16.9 - 16.8 16.6 ‘16.5 16.6 16.5 16.4 16.
1931 15.9 = 15.7 15.6 15.5 15.3 15.1 © 151 15.1 15.0 14.9 14.7 14.
1932 14.3 14.1 14.0 o 13.9 13.7 13.6 i3.6 13.5 13.4 13.3 13.2 13.
1933 12.9: 12.7 12.6 12.6 12.6 12.7 . ‘13.1 13.2 13.2 13.2 - 13.2 13.

1934 HM.M S 13.3 13.3 - 13.3 13.3 C13.4 13.4 13.4 13.6 13.5 - 13.5 13.

ftp://ftp.bls.gov/pub/special.requests/cpi/cpiai.txt _ _ _ | _ 8/27/2007




1935

1936
1937
1938
1939
1940

1941

1942

1943
1944
1945

1946

1947
1548
1949
1250

1951
1952
1953
1954
1955

1956

1957
1958

1959

1960

1961
1962
1963
1964
1965

1266

1967

1568
1969
1970

“13.6

13.8
(14,1
114.2
‘14.0
13.9

“i14.1
115.7
©16.9
17.4
17.8

18.2
'21.5
23,7
124.0
23.5

‘25.4
i26.5
126.6
26.9
126.7

13.7

13.8

14.1.

14.1
13.9
14.0

14.1
15.8

-16.9

17.4
17.8

1.1
21.5
23.5
23.8
23.5

25.7
26.3
26.5

26.9

26.7

26.8
27.17
2B.6

28.9.

25.4

29.8
30.1
30.4
30.9
31.2

32.0

32.9

34.2
35.8
38.0

13.7

13.7

i4.2

14.1
13.8
14.0

14.2
16.0
17.2
17.4

17.8

18.3
21.9
23.4
23.8
23.6

25.8
26.3
26.6
26.9
26.7

26.8
27.8
28.8
28.9
29.4

29.8
30.1

'30.5.

30.9
31.3

32.1
33.0
34.3

36.1.

3g.2

13.8

13.7
14.3

14.2
‘13.8

14.0

14.3

16.1

17.4
17.5.

17.8

18.4
21.9
23.8
23.9
23.6

25.8
26.4
26.6
26.8

"26.7

26.9
27.9

28.9

29.0
29.5

23.8

30.2

30.5
30.9
31.4

32.3
33.1
34.4
36.3
38.5

_ .. ftp://ftp.bls.gov/pub/special.requests/cpi/cpiai.txt
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29.5

29.8
30.2
30.5
30.9

31.4

32.3
33.2
34.5
36.4
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1l4.4
14 .1
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"l4.1
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26.8
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14 .7
l6.4
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18.1

12.8
22.2
24 .4
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267
26.8
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26.8

27.4
28.3
28.0
28.2
28.6

36.0
30.3
36.7
31.1
31.6

32.5
33.4
4.9
36.8
39.0

13.7

14.0
14.5
14.1

13.8

14.40

i4.9

16.5°

17.3
17.7
18.1

20.2
22.5
24.5
23.8

24 .3

25.9

26.7

26.9
26.9
26.8

27.3
28.3
28.9
25.2

29.6

29.9
30.3
30.7
31.0
31.6

32.7.

33.5
35,0
37.0
39.0

13.7

14.0

‘14.6

14.1
14.1
14.0

"15.1

16.5
17.4
17.7
18.1

20.4
23.0

24.5.

23.9
24.4

26.1

26.7

26.9
26.8
26.9

27 .4
28.3
28.9
29.3

29.6

30.0
30.4
30.7
31.1
31.6

32.7

~33.6

35.1
37.1
39.2

13.7

14.0
14.6
14.0
14.0
14.0

15.3:

1l6.7
17.4
17.7
18.1

20.8

23.0

24.4
23.7

24.6

26.2
26.7

27.0
26.8

26.9

27.5
28.3
28.9
29.4
29.8

30.0
3Cc.4
30.8
31.1
31.7

32.9
33.7
35.3
37.3

39.4

wum@womw

13.8 13.
14.0 14.
14.5 14.
14.0 14,
14.0 14.
14.90 - 14.
15.4 15.
16.8 16.
17.4 17
17.7 17.
18.1 18.
21.3 21.
23.1 23.
24.2 24,
23.8. 23.
24.7 25.
26.4 26.
26.7 26.
26.9 26.
26.8 26.
26.9 26,
27.5 27.
28.4 28.
29.0 28.
29.4 29.
29.8. 29.
30.0 30.
30.4 30.
30.8 30.
31.2 S 31,
31.7 31.
32.9 32.
33.8 33.
35.4 35.
37.5 37.

39.6 39.
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1971 39.8 39.9 40.0 490.1 40.3 40.6 . 40.7 40.8 . 40.8  40.9 40.9 41,

1972  41.1 - 41.3 41.4 41.5 41.6 41.7 - 41.9 42.0 42.1 42.3 42.4 42,
1973 = 42.6 42.9 . - 43.3 43.6 43,9 44.2 44.3 45.1 45.2 45.6 45.9 46. \ﬂg
1974 = 46.6 47.2 47.8 - 4B.0 48.6 49.0 49.4 50.0 50.6 51.1 51.5 51,

1975  52.1 52.5 52.7 52.9 53.2 53.6° 54 .2 54.3 54.6 54.9 55.3 55. . \ww
1976 - 55.6 55.8 5.5 56.1 56.5 56.8 57.1 57.4 ‘57.6 57.9  58.0 58. ~
1977 .58.5 59.1 59.5 60.0° . 60.3 60.7 " 81.0 61.2 -~ 6l.4 61.6  61.9 62.

1978 62.5 62.9 . 63.4 . 63.9 64:5" 65.2. 65.7 66,0 66.5 67.1 67.4 - 67.

1979 - 68.3 69.1 69.8 70.6 - 71.5 72.3 73.1 73.8 74.6 75.2 75.9° 76.

1980  77.8 78.9 80.1 81.0 '81.8 82.7 82.7 83.3 . B4.0 84.8 85,5 86.

1981  87.0 87.9 88.5 89.1  89.8 90.6 91.6 92.3 . 93.2 93.4 93.7 94,

1982 94.3 . 94.6.  94.5 94.9 " 95.8 97.0 . 97.5 97.7 97.9 98.2 98.0 97.

1983 ~ 97.8 87.9 97.9 98:6 99.2 99.5 99.9 100.2 100.7 101.0 101.2 101.

1984 101.9 102.4 102.6 103.1 103.4 . 103.7 104.1 104.5 105.0 105.3 105.3 105.

1985 105.5 106.0 106.4 106.9 107.3 107.6 107.8 108.0 - 108.3 108.7 109.0 109.

1986 109.6 = .109.3 108.8 108.56 108.9 109.5 109.5 109.7 110.2 110.3 110.4 110.

1987 111.2 111.6 112.1 112.7 113.1 113.5 113.8 114 .4 115.0 115.3 115.4 115.

1988 115.7 116.0 116.5 117.3 117.5 118.0 118.5  "119.0 119.8 120.2 120.3 129.

1989 ~ 121.1 121.6 - 122.3 123.1 123.8 124.1 124.4 124.6 125.0 125.6 125.9 126.

1990 127.4. - 128.0 128.7 128.9 129.2 . 129.9 130.4 131.6 132.7 133.5 133.8 133, .

1991 134.6 134.8 135.0  135.2 135.6 136.0 136.2 136.6 137.2 137.4 137.8 137.

1992 138.1 - 138.6 139.3 139.5  139.7 140.2 140.5 140.9 141.3 141.8 142.0 141.

1993 142.6 143.31 143.6 144.0 144.2 144 .4 144 .4 144.8 145.1 145 .7 145.8 145,

1994 146.2 146.7 = 147.2 147.4 147.5 148.0 148.4 149.0 149.4 149.5 149.7 149,
1995 150.3 150.% © 151.4 151.9 152.2 152.5 152.5 152.9 153.2 153.7 153.6 153.

1996 154.4 . 154.9 - 155.7 156.3 . 156.6 156.7 157.0 157.3 157.8 158.3 158.6 158,

1997 159.1 159.6 160.0 160.2 160.1 160.3 160.5 160.8 161.2 161.86 161.5 161.

1998 161.6 161.9 = 162.2 162.5 162.8 163.0 163.2 163 .4 163.6 164.0 164.0 163. .
1998 164.3°  164.5 . 165.0 166.2 166.2 166.2 166.7  167.1° 167.9 168.2 168.3 158,

2000 168.8 169.8  171.2 171.3 171.5 172.4 172.8 172.8 173.7 174.0 174.1 174.

2001 "175.1 175.8 ~ 176.2 176.9 177 .7 17B.0 177.5 177.5 - 178.3 177.7 . 177.4. 176.

2002 177.1 177.8 178.8 179.8 179.8 17%.9 - 180.1 180.7 181.0. 181.3 181.3 180.

2003 181.7 183.1 184.2 183.8 183.5 183.7 i83.9 184 .6 185.2 185.0 184.5 184 .

2004 185.2 186.2 187.4 188.0 189.1 189.7 189.4  189.5  189.9 190.9 191.0 190.

2005 190.7 = 191.8 193.3 194.6 194 .4 194.5 195.4 196.4 198.8 199.2 197.6 196,

2006 198.3 .198.7  199.8 201.5 202.5 202.9 203.5 203.9 202.9 201.8 201.5 - . 201.

2007 202.416 .203.499 205.352 206.686 207.949 _N_om.wmw@

?.u“\Ec_.zm.moic:_u\mc@og.Hocomﬁm\ng\oi&.sn _ _ _ _ o 872712007
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Sew Enapshols aichive

Snapshot for January 31, 2007 : o : ' S
Minimum wage increasingly lags poverty line
by Liana Fox

The recently released 2007 federal poverty guideline highlights the severe and growing inadequaey of the minimum wage.
Currently, a fuli-ime minimum wage worker {40 hoursfweek, 52 weeksfyear) would earn $10,792 a year, Talling nearly 40%
below the $17,170 poverty level for a family of three. Even after factoring in the eamed income tax credi, which was

designed to bring low-wage workers up tn the poverty line, this worker would still fall shori of the paverty fine.!

Minimum wage increasingly Jags poverty line
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The minimitm wage is at ifs lowest real value in over 50 years and has nof been raised since 1997, This is the long.est strefch
. of federai inaction since the minimum wage was first instated in 1938, As ne basic income reguired 1o suppor! a Tamitly has

- grown with inflation, Z the minimum wage has not kept pace with the rising cosis ofgoods As a result, federal inaction leaves
minimum wage workers in an increasingly dire situation.

Every day that Congress fails to enacl a higher minimum wage, workers lose purchasing power. However, if the minimum
wage bill currently untler debate in the Senate (HR 2) were immediately passad, this gap would be significarily educed. in
2008, this bill would raise full-time minimum wage workers above the poverty fine for a family of two for the first time in overa

http:/fwww.epi.org/printer. cfm‘?ld—2611&content type—l&mce name—webfeatures snapst... 8/26/2007
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. decade. While this modest bill would still place minimum wage workers 18% below the poverty line for a family of three, it. .
would provide much needed relief to low-wage workers and their famifies.

Ngtes
- In 2007, familiss with o or more chitdren witl receive an EITC aquad o 45 sents far sach dollar up to §11, 790 sarmed, for & maginiur beneit of 34,716,
smgl WOTRET Wlm by Chiidren earning $10, 7128ear veoulel qualify fora $4.285 tax oredlf under the faderal EITO program, rt\,mwr:q 2 fotal 6f 114,857 in

2007, which is 82,173 below the federal poverty level.

4

2. ILis widely tacognized that the paverly line substantially understates the income needed {o suppart 2 family.

A weekiy presentanon of downloadable charts and short analyses designed to graphically illustrate lmportani econamic
issues, Spapshols are updated every Wednesday. -

Copyright ©2007 Econcmic Pol.cy Instifiie,
Alf righis reservad,

Frinted from hitp /Avww epi.orgicontent ofmwebfeatures_snapshots 20070131
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CIA - The World Factbook -- United States

Economy -
overview:
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¢ US has the largest and most technologicaily powerful cconomy in the worid, wiih
a per capila GDP of $43,500. In ihis markei-orienied eoonomy, privaiec individuals

and busioess firms make most of the decisions, and the federal and state povenuments
v needed poods and services predominantly in the private markeipiace. Us
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aerospace, and military equipment; their advantage has narrowed gince the end
Warld War 11. The onrash of technology largely explains the gradual.development of
a "two-tier labor market” in which those at the bottom lack the education and the
professional/technical skills of those at the top and, more and more, fail to get

comparable pay raises, bealth nsurance coverage, and other benefits. Since 1975,

practically all the gains in housebold income have gone to the top 20% of households. .

The response to the terrorist attacks of 11 September 2001 showed the remarkable .
resilience of the economy. The war in March-April 2003 between a US-led coalition
and Iraq. and the subsequent occupation of Irag, required major shifts in national
resources to ihe military. The rise in GDP in 2004-06 was undergirded by substantial
gains in labor productivity. Hurricane Katrina caused extensive damage m the Gulf
Coast region in August 2005, but had a small impact on overall GDP growth for the
vear. Soaring oil prices in 2005 and 2006 threatened inflation and unemploymment, yet
the economy continued to grow through year-end 2006. Imported oil accounts for
about two-thirds of US consumption. Long-term problems include inadequate

investment in economic infrastructure, rapidly rising medical and pension costs of an -

aging population, sizable trade and budget deficits, and stagnation of family income
in the lower economic groups. : o o
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For Immediate.Release

Media Contacts:
Joel Rogers
irogers@cows.org, 608 262 4266

_ Laura Dresser
ldresser{@cows.org, 608 262 6944

| Ralsmg the Minimum Wage to $7.25 per hour Would Help 250,000 Wlsconsm
' Workers '

Increasmg the minimum wage to $7.25 will benefit thousands of low-wage working adults in-
Wisconsin. Data analyzed by the Center on Wisconsin Strategy and Economic Policy Institute
show that some 255,000 workers in Wisconsin —10 percent of the workforce — stand to gain from

an increase in the state’s minimum from its current level of $6.50 to $7.25 per-hour.

Of the quarter of a million workers who gain, 75,000 would directly benefit, as their wages are

" now below $7.25 an hour. Another 180,000 workers with wages Just above the minimum wou]d

gam mdlreeﬂy from a positive ripple effect.

The data shows an interesting profile of the 255,000 workers who gain:

Affected workers would enjoy a 4 percent raise, on average.

92,000 children in the state have parents that would benefit from an increase.

70 percent of the workers that stand to gain are adults. .

Women workers are more likely than men benefit from the increase. :
Most workers are employed in the service sector, especially retail trade, lelsure and
hospitality industries.

VVV VY

The analysis also points out that there is little national evidence to support the view that
minimum wage increases are “job killers.” Data from Wisconsin refutes it as well. In the context
of an increased minimum wage, Wisconsin’s economy continues to grow, with strong growth
posted by the eatmg and drinking industry which is the most substantially 1mpacted by the wage
increases. :

Presently, 19 states have minimum wages set above the Wisconsin minimum wage level (see
Table 1). And 10 states have already indexed their minimum wages to inflation. Indexing the
minimum wage helps to build a stronger wage floor and hielps the state’ s lowest paid workers
keep up w1th inflation. - : :

“If the minimum wage had grown with inflation and productivity, it would be nearly $20 per %

hour today,” said Joel Rogers, Director of COWS. “Indexing the wage to inflation is a smaii step,

“but an important one for workers in the state.”

COWS minimum wage policy briefis one of seven policy briefs released today which highlight.
concrete policy ideas for the state as part of COWS’ Building a Stronger. WISCOHSII’I mmatlve
The seven reports can be found at WWw.COWS. 0r2/w1scon<;m

~ Center on Wisconsin Strategy
' WWW.COWS.Org
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Table 1. States with Minimum Wages Above the Federal Minimum of $5.15 Per Hour

Washington $7.03 Inflation-based
Oregon $7.80 Inflation-based
Connecticut | %765 _
California -$7.50 - .$8.00 in 2008
Massachusetts - | $7.50 $8.00 in 2008
Rhode Island $7.40
Hawaii $7.25 _
Vermont ' $7.25 . inflation-based
Alaska - $7.15

~New Jersey $7.15

" New York $7.15
Michigan | $6.95 | $7.15in July, $7.40 in 2008
Colorado $6.85 Inflation-based
Ohio | $6.85 Inflation-based
Arizona $6.75 Inflation based
Maine _ $6.75 $7.00 in October
Florida $6.67 ~ Inflation-based
Delaware $6.65 _ $7.15in 2008
illinois '
Missouri Inflation-based
Arkansas $6.25 _
Pennsylvania | $6.25 $7.15in July
Maryland $6.15 '
Minnesota - $6.15
Montana - ' $6.15 - Inflation-based
Nevada - $6.15. . Inflation-based
North Carolina $6.15

Source: COWS, Raising the Wage Floor, March 2007

About COWS

Center on Wisconsin Strategy (COWS) is a non-profit, nonpartisan “thmkuand do tank”
dedicated to improving economic performance and living standards in the state of Wisconsin and -
nationally. Based at the University of Wisconsin-Madison, COWS works to promote “high road™
strategies that support living wages, environmental sustainability, strong communities, and
public accountab111ty For more information v151t WWW.COWS.OFg

itk

Center on Wisconsin Strategy
' WWW.COWS.Org '
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Last updated April 2007
A minimum wage increase would raise the wages of millions of workers.

o An estimated 13.0 million workers (10% of the workforce) would receive an increase in their
hourly wage rate if the minimum wage were raised from $5.15 to $7.25 by 2009. Cf these
workers, 5.6 million workers (4% of the workforce) currently earn less than $7.25 and would be
directly affected by an increase. The additional 7.4 million workers (6% of the workforce) earning
slightly above the minimurm would also be likely to benefit from an increase due to "spillover
effects.”

Minimum wage increases benefit working families.

o The earnings of minimum wage workers are crucial to their families' well-being. Evidence from an .
-+ -analysis of the 1996-97 minimum wage increase shows that the average minimum wage worker
brings home more than half (54%) of his or her family's weekly earnings. -

+ An estimated 1,229,000 single parents with chaldren under 18 would beneﬂt from a minimum
wage increase to $7.25 by 2009. Single parents would benefit disproportionately from an increase
—gingle parents are 10% of workers affected by an increase, but they make up only 7% ofthe- -~ - -~~~
overall workforce. Approximately 6.4 million children under 18 would benefit as their parents :
wages were increased.

o - Adults make up the largest share of workers who would benefit. from a minimum wage increase:
79% of workers whose wages would be raised by a minimum wage increase to $7.25 by 2009 are
adults (age 20'or older).

e. Over half (53%) of workers who would benefit from a minimum wage increase work ful time and
another third (31%) work between 20 and 34 hours per week.

Minimum wage increases benefit disadvantagéd workers.

« Women are the largest group of beneficiaries from a minimum wage increase: 59% of workers
who would benefit from an increase to $7.25 by 2009 are women. An estimated 12% of workmg
women would benefit dlrectly from that | mcrease in the minimum wage.

e A disproportionate share of minorities would benefit from a minimum wage increase. African
Americans represent 11% of the total workforce, but are 16% of workers affected by an increase.
Similarly, 14% of the total workforce is Hispanic, but Hispanics are 19% of workers affected by an
increase.

e The benefits of the increase disproportionately help those working households at the bottom of
the income scale. Although households in the bottom 20% received only 5% of national income,
38% of the benefiis of a minimum wage increase to $7.25 would go to these workers. The
majority of the benefits of an increase would go to families with working adults in the bottom 40%

fithada D
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of the income distribution.

¢ Among families with children and a low-wage worker affected bya minirnum wage increase to
$7.25, the affected worker contributes, on average, over half {(59%) of the family's earnings. Forty- -
six percent of all families with affected workers rely solely on the earnings from those workers.

o Relatively large shares of the workforce (up to 19.1%) in some Southern and Mid- Western states
would benefit from an increase to $7.25.

A minimum wage increase would help reverse the trend of decilnlng real wages for Iow-wage
workers

e Since September 1997, the cost of living has risen 26%, while the minimum wage has fallen in
real value. After adjusting for inflation, the value of the minimum wage is at its lowest level since
1955.

* Wage inequalify has been increasing, in part, because of the declining real value of the minimum
wage. Today, the minimum wage is 31% of the average hourly wage of American workers, the
lowest level since the end of World War 1.

A minimum wage increase is part of a broad strategy to end poverty.

e As welfare reform forces more poor families to rely on their earnings from low-paying jobs, a
minimum wage increase is likely to have a greater impact on reducing poverty.

e Arecent study of a 1999 state minimum wage increase in Oregon found that as many as one-half
of the welfare recipients entering the workforce in 1998 were likely to have received a raise due to
the increase. After the increase, the real hourly starting wages for former welfare remplents rose
to $7.23.

o The federal Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC) combined with the minimum wage helps to reduce
poverty, but the EITCis not a replacement for a minimurm wage increase.

. .» The minimum wage raises the wages of low-income workers in general, not just those below the—— -
official poverty tine. Many families move in and out of poverty, and near-poor fam|[ies are also
beneficiaries of minimum wage increases.

The _inflation-adjusted value of the minimum wage |s 30% lower in 2006 than it was in 1979.
e The effect of the last minimum wage increase in 1996-97 has been completely eroded by inflation.

¢ $5.15 today is the equivalent of only $3.95 in 1995 — Iower than the $4.25 minimum wage level
befare the 1996-97 increase.

There is no evidence of job loss from the last minimum wage increase.

e A 1998 EPI study failed to find any systematic, significant job loss associated with the 1996-97
minimum wage increase. in fact, following the most recent increase in the minimum wage in
1996-97, the low-wage labor market performed better than it had in decades (e.g., lower
unemployment rates, increased average hourly wages, increased famlly income, decreased
poverty rates). :

e Studies of the 1990-91 federal minimum wage increase, as well as studies by David Card and -
Alan Krueger of several state minimum wage increases, also found no measurable negative -
impact on empioyment :

» New economic models that Iook specifically at low-wage labor markets help explain why there is
little evidence of job loss associated with minimum wage increases. These models recognize thai ,QQ
m‘
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employers may be able to absorb some of the costs of a wage increase through higher
productivity, fower recruiting and tralnlng costs, decreased absenteeism, and increased worker
morale,

+ Arecent Fiscal Palicy Institute (FPI) study of state minimum wages found no ewdence of negatwe
employment effects on small businesses.
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WISCONSIN CATHOLIC CONFERENCE

TO: ers of the Senate Committee on Labor, Elections and Urban Affairs

FROM: Huebscher, Executive Director
DATE/ August 28,2007

: Senate Bill 130, Minimum Wage

On behalf of the Wisconsin Catholic Conference I urge the Committee to support Senate Bill 130
and increase the minimum wage in Wisconsin. We believe such an increase is consistent with
the tenets of Catholic social teaching on the dignity of workers, the needs of low income wage
earners in our state, and the principles that have driven welfare reform at both the state and

federal levels.

For over a century, the Catholic Church has addressed the rights of workers in modern industrial
societies in light of the principles of Catholic social teaching. A number of these principles are
relevant to a discussion over the minimum wage.

The Dignity of Workers. Ultimately, the value of work is grounded in the dignity of the human
beings who do it. Just as every life has value, so too does every worker have dignity. Wages are

a critical way by which we recognize that dignity.

Rights and Responsibilities. Our rights are grounded in our responsibilities to ourselves and to
others. Thus the right of every person to a job is grounded in the twin responsibility to develop
(at a minimum) one's own God given skills to the fullest and to provide for one’s own needs and
- those of one's family. This is why Catholic social teaching has long defined a just wage in terms
of a "family wage," or that necessary to meet the needs of a family.

Citizens and Consumers as “Indirect Employers.” In his 1981 letter, On Human Work, Pope
John Paul II asserted that the responsibility to treat workers justly is not limited to those who hire
them. This duty extends to all persons and institutions such as government, financial
organizations, and others, who influence the structures and conditions in which work is
performed. Pope John Paul Il referred to these entities as "indirect employers.” In a democracy
and consumer-driven economy such as ours, we the voters and consumers can be thought of as
“indirect employers” to the extent that our choices govern decisions in the market place.

The Minimum Wage as a “Family Wage.” As Msgr. John Ryan wrote nearly a century ago,
the wage paid to an unmarried man or woman must be equal that of a breadwinner. He grounded
this belief in three arguments. First, equal pay for equal work prevents discrimination against

131 W. Wilson Street = Suite 1105 « Madison, Wl 53703
Tel 608/257-0004 ~ Fax 608/257-0376 « Website hitp://www.wisconsincatholic.org



breadwinners. Second, childless workers have the same right as other workers to a wage that
values the work they do. Third, workers who are paid a family wage before they form families
will be able to set aside savings to provide for the needs of their future families. Thus, we
oppose the creation of a “sub-minimum wage” for certain classes of workers.

In applying these principles, SB 130 addresses the needs of the Wisconsin worker, preserving the
value and dignity of work:

Senate Bill 130 Assists Needy Families. SB 130 will help over 250,000 workers, fully 10
percent of the labor force. We note that 70 percent of these workers are adults. Many are
parents. Indeed, nearly more than 90,000 of our state’s children have parents who earn the
minimum wage. In this context, raising the minimum wage is one way to strengthen
Wisconsin’s families.

We also note that many of the workers affected by this bill are employed in the service sector,
especially in the retail trade, leisure and hospitality industries. As we determine the justice of
our minimum wage, we who are consumers of these leisure activities and therefore “indirect
employers” must ask ourselves, “What can workers who make our leisure activities possible buy
with the wages they earn? And are their wages sufficient to pay for their essential needs?”

Senate Bill 130 Indexes the Minimum Wage for Inflation. We specifically endorse the
provision of SB 130 that provides for the regular indexing of the minimum wage to reflect
fluctuations in the cost of living.” Such periodic adjustments are necessary if wages are fo remain
sufficient to allow workers to meet their needs and those of their families.

Senate Bill 130 Should Also Extend the Minimum Wage to W-2 Participants. Even as we

“endorse SB 130 we ask that it be improved in one respect. The scope of this bill should include
grants paid to W-2 workers. Wisconsin Works is touted as a work-not-welfare program. One of
W-2’s core principles is that only work should pay. A second principle is that the justice of the
Wisconsin Works program be measured by how the working poor are treated.

If the wages paid to all workers, even the "working poor," are truly just wages that enable them
to support families or prepare them to do so, then the words "only work should pay" will ring
true. If, however, we tell the poor that they should work and then refuse to pay a just wage for
their work, then the words "only work should pay" will ring hollow, and our welfare and
economic policies will fail a basic test of social justice.

Conclusion. In light of these considerations, raising the state minimum wage is good public
policy. It helps those workers who earn the least. It strengthens Wisconsin’s families.. It allows
the rest of us to live up to our duty as "indirect employers."

Your support for Senate Bill 130 is appreciated.
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Senate Bill 130

Mr. Chairman, and members of the Committee, my name is Bill G. Smith, and I am State
Director for the National Federation of Independent Business. The NFIB is the state’s largest non-
profit advocate on behalf of small and independent business.

NFIB’s membership spans the entire spectrum of the business community, ranging from
one-person, self-employed operations to firms with hundreds of employees. However, a typical
NFIB member employs fewer than ten employees, and reports gross sales between $350,000-
400,000.

Those Main Street labor-intensive firms are opposed to passage of Senate Bill 130.

The opposition of our members to this legislation isn’t because they are less compassionate
as the proponents of the bill might claim, nor as greedy as those who favor this legislation
sometimes argue. Small business owners oppose this proposal because they are on the front line
creating jobs, growing their businesses, investing in their communities, providing our young people
with their first real job experience, and providing meaningful employment opportunities for those
individuals with fewer job skills.

Those who support and those who oppose this legislation can disagree over the impact of an
increase in the state’s minimum wage rate. And I will agree the recent minimum wage increase
approved by the Congress and signed into law by the President will lessen the overall impact on
some small business employers and their employees.

But even members of Congress realized there would be negative economic fall-out as a
result of increasing the federal minimum wage, when they included a $4.8 billion tax package
favorable to smaller firms.

National Federation of independent Business - WISCONSIN
10 East Doty Street, Suite 519 » Madison, W 53703 » 608-255-6083  Fax 608-255-4909 * www NFIB.comMVI



Testimony by Bill G. Smith, NFIB - continued
Senate Committee on Labor, Elections and Urban Affairs
Page Two

We have, of course, dueling studies among the proponents and opponents of this legislation
that show the impact of a higher minimum wage on the state’s economy.

The 2007 Minimum Wage Survey of 280 economists conducted by the University of New
Hampshire Survey Center, produced results that show the ineffective and destructive impact of
minimum wage increases:

¢ 73% of the economists agreed government mandated hike in the minimum wage
causes job loss.

e Nearly half of the survey participants said minimum wage laws have no impact on
changes in poverty rates. (Robert Reich, former Secretary of Labor said, “After all,
most minimum wage workers are not poor.”)

e And 55% said a higher minimum wage is an inefficient way to address the needs of
poor families; 70% said the Earned Income Tax Credit best addresses the needs of
poor families, only 9% chose a higher minimum wage to address the needs of poor
families.

But Senate Bill 130 would not only increase the minimum wage, but it would do so every
year based on some formula tied to the Consumer Price Index.

So we have all these negative consequences, as [ have just recited from a survey study of
280 labor economists, and now the proponents of this legislation want those consequences inflicted
on our economy on an annual basis, year after vear.

The indexing of the minimum wage rate would institutionalize all the negatives of rising
labor costs, and result in reduced job growth, fewer job opportunities for limited skilled workers,
less entry level employment, and constant inflationary pressure throughout our economy.

The studies by the economists of the negative impact are very compelling, but the reality is
- even more compelling when expressed by the real world operators of Main Street small businesses.
They struggle every day to meet their payroll, pay their health insurance premiums, keep the lights
on, fuel their vehicles, comply with cumbersome, complicated regulations, and pay their taxes.

If the minimum wage law is a failed economic policy, as we believe it is, then surely
increasing the minimum wage and indexing the rate every year will also fail to meet the desired

public policy objectives.

Mr. Chairman, I encourage members of the Committee to oppose passage of Senate Bill
130.

Thank you.



To: Senate Committee on Labor, Elections and Urban Affairs

From: Jason E Johns, National Association of Theatre Owners for Wisconsin & Upper
Michigan

Re: Opposition to SB 130

Date: August 28, 2007

Members of the Committee:

On behalf of the National Association of Theatre Owners of Wisconsin & Upper
Michigan and their 52 members representing 681 screens in the state I wish to express
our opposition to SB 130.

NATO is well aware that the Federal Government has passed a minimum wage increase
and Wisconsin will have to come into the staggered increases ending up at a minimum
wage of $7.25 by 2009. This also means minor wage will be at $6.60 by 2009 as well.
Although not entirely pleased with this increase we know we have to honor it and will do
s0. But we have 2 years to prepare for the increase and implementation of it. SB 130
would require this increase to take effect in September 2007, almost immediately. If SB
130 1s passed we would like to see this effective date changed.

Our major opposition to SB 130 is based on the annual automatic increases tied to the
consumer price index. The consumer price index is determined based on the ever
increasing costs of items such as washing machines, groceries, new automobiles, and
other consumer products. All of these items are purchased by adult workers for
themselves and their families. The majority of our employees are minor employees and
thus they would not be purchasing these items. So why should we be increasing their
wages every year to help them purchase items they do not buy?

In order to compete with other businesses for minor employees, many of our members all
ready pay above the minor rate to their employees. However, the amount they pay is
determined by the market in their specific area and also based on what they, as a small

- business, can afford to pay. SB 130 would take this decision away from the theatre owner
and make them pay an increased wage on an annual basis whether they can afford it or
not.




We ask that you oppose SB 130 as written. The federally mandated increase that will
happen in 2 years is more than adequate. The burden placed upon theatre and other smail
business owners in the state by requiring automatic increases with no end date would
result in many businesses closing up shop or scaling down their number of employees.
This would be detrimental to the economy of Wisconsin. What good is an increased
minimum wage if there is less jobs for people to make any wage? To this end, if the -
committee chooses to pass SB 130, we ask it be amended to exclude minor employees
from the automatic increases based on the consumer price index.

Thank you,
Jason E J ohns, Esq.

Tenuta & Johns
On Behalf of NATO




